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Abstract. "Ask a consultant on either side of the Atlantic what the hot topics are in the profession
today, and before long innovation will come up. It will sometimes be bracketed with strategy,
sometimes with change management"
 2 This paper, introducing the thematic issue of
Comportamento Orgamzacional e Gestdo about innovation and organizations, aims to scan and
reflect the centrahty and diversity of perspectives about innovation. It starts with a dissection of the
innovation concept, proceeds with a discussion of why is innovation such a "hot topic" for practising
managers, academics and consultants. Finally, this article briefly presents and discusses major
research topics on innovation, models of innovation, and avenues for future research
Innovation is a major topic of research in the organizational literature since, at least, the
introduction of the concept of technical innovation by Joseph Schumpeter in 1939. After the publi-
cation of Schumpeter's influential book, the visibility of the concept increased, and it now consti-
tutes a relevant and wide body of research in the field of organizational science. The recognition of
the impact of innovation on organizational results is now so widespread and shared that the concept
acquired an intrinsically positive meaning.
From Schumpeter to now, innovation became a central field of research to most subdisci-
plines of organization studies (marketing, management, organizational behavior, organizational
sociology, etc.). According to Wolfe (1994), 6244 journal articles and 1336 dissertations on inno-
1 This work has been written while the first author was a doctoral student at the Faculty of Economics and Business
Administration, Tilburg University, under the supervision of the second author, and beneffiting of a scholarship from
JNICT/Praxis XXI *
2 T Jackson (1997) Time for some new ideas financial Times, June 9, p I
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vation have been published in the five years preceding his article. This huge volume of information
is not, however, as tightly connected as it may seem: as we will discuss in this chapter, the innovation
label encompasses a wide variety of topics and approaches to related but loosely coupled organiza-
tional phenomena.
This article will be built around several goals, namely the definition of the concept of orga-
nizational innovation, the discussion of some current and future areas of research on the topic, and
a brief presentation of some well-known models studying organizational innovation.
1. The concept of innovation
It is not enough to speak about innovation when the goal is to be clearly understood by an
audience. Innovation is a small label for a wide variety of phenomena. The concept of innovation
can include things as diverse as adopting new technological solutions or work processes, launching
new products, competing in new markets, establishing new agreements with clients or suppliers, etc.
Defining organizational innovation is not an easy task, considering that the definition must
be simultaneously broad enough to encompass the diversity of innovation manifestations that
occur in organizations, but so specific that the risk of confusion between this and connected con-
cepts (e.g. change, creativity, invention) is avoided.
In this article, organizational innovation will be conceptualized as the introduction of a new
transaction flow between the organization and its environment and/or the adoption of new internal
means or ends, in order to increase organizational efficiency and/or effectiveness
 3.
This definition views the organization as buyer, user or producer of innovation. It intends,
simultaneously, to differentiate but also to reconcile the contrasting perspectives on the innovation
concept that pervade the literature and make it a puzzling research field to a reader unfamiliar with
the topic.
In this section, we will try: (1) to analyze the concept of organizational innovation according
to the above definition, and (2) to differentiate it from the related but conceptually distinct con-
cepts of change, creativity and invention.
1.1. The multiple meanings of the innovation concept
The concept of organizational innovation is a stimulating but ambiguous topic of analysis.
This ambiguity arises from taking some part of the concept for the whole. As discussed, organiza-
tional innovation can refer to an organization as a client, user or producer of an innovation.
Each of these conceptual orientations depart from different goals and recommends the fol-
lowing of different theoretical directions. The people and processes involved in a reengineering
intervention, in the adoption of a new technology or in the development of a new product, are fun-
damentally different. They are stimulated by different needs and follow different developmentalOrganizational innovation: An overview
paths. The processes involved can be complementary but they are diverse. When a distinction is
not made, the concept of innovation can assume quite a different meaning. Table 1, presenting
some definitions, aims to illustrate the current diversity (and ambiguity) of the innovation concept
in the organizational literature.
Table 1. Some definitions of innovation
"We will be employing the rather broad, conventional definition of innovation as the adoption of
means or ends that are new to the adopting unit" (Downs & Mohr, 1976, p. 701)
"Innovation within organizations can be viewed as the selection and retention of any variation m
behavior which will include variation in products, processes, and organizational characteristics"
(Butler, 1981, p. 764)
" An innovation is an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new by an individual or other unit
of adoption" (Rogers, 1983, p. 11)
"Innovation includes all activities directed to changing the things that the organization does or the
way it does it" (Handy, 1985, p. 207)
"In an essential sense, innovation concerns the search for, and the discovery of, experimentation,
development, imitation, and adoption of new products, new production processes and new organisa-
tional set-ups" (Dosi, 1988, p.222)
"Innovation here is defined broadly, to include both improvements in technology and better methods
or ways of doing things. It can be manifested in product changes, process changes, new approaches
to marketing, new forms of distribution, and new conceptions of scope." (Porter, 1990, p. 45)
"(...) innovation means 'creating and marketing or disseminating something new. That 'something1
can be a new product or device, a new service, a new process, a new material, or a new organiza-
tional form" (Amara, 1990, p. 142)
"(...) innovation may be regarded as a new use of pre-existing possibilities and components. (...)
Almost all innovations reflect already existing knowledge, combined in new ways" (Lundvall, 1992, p. 8)
"(...) novel changes are organizational innovations, whereas routine changes are not" (Van de Ven,
1993, p. 270)
"Innovation embodies a new idea that is not consistent with the current concept of the organization's
business" (Mezias & Glynn, 1993, p. 78)
"The term organizational innovations covers a wide spectrum of innovations; for example, it can
mean innovations in management practices, innovations in administrative processes or innovations
in the formal organizational structure" (Alange, Jacobsson & Jarnehammar, 1994, p. 12)
3 This definition draws heavily on earlier work by Fonseca, Cunha and Gon9alves (1996)Cunha & Verhallen
Despite the diversity of definitions, a small set of characteristics is generally attributed to
innovation. These characteristics, that will be labelled here as core characteristics of the innovation
concept, are briefly presented in Table 2: uncertainty, ubiquity, and cumulativeness.
Table 2. Some core characteristics of the innovation concept
Uncertainty: Uncertainty is one of the essential characteristics of the innovation process. Innovation
is, by definition, an uncertain process, in that the existence of problems or opportunities does not
clearly show the best solutions to solve or fullfil them (Dosi, 1988).
Ubiquity: Innovation is an ubiquitous phenomenon in modern economies (Lundvall, 1992). New
products, new processes, and new markets are constantly created in all parts of the economy. It is
then possible to consider innovation as a primary component of economic systems, and not as the
exogenous, disturbing set of events considered in models of standard economics.
Cumulativeness. Organizational innovation can be conceived as a cumulative process that evolves
mcrementally and is based upon the existing technological and knowledge base (Dosi, 1988). The
cumulative nature of organizational innovation causes the firm to be constrained by past decisions
and practices. The cumulative character of organizational innovation does not mean, however, that
innovations necessarily produce continuous outputs; as referred by Schumpeter, the combination of
existing possibilities may also generate "creative destruction".
The core characteristics presented in Table 2, clarify the nature of the innovation concept,
but are not sufficient to differentiate it from other, related concepts. Table 3 briefly distinguishes
the concept of innovation from the concepts of change, invention, and creativity.
Table 3. Distinguishing the concept of innovation from related concepts
Change. Innovation and change are often used as synonyms. However, the return to previously pre-
vailing conditions, being a change, can hardly be considered an innovation (Fonseca, Cunha &
Gonsalves, 1996).
Invention. Invention can be defined as the creation or the discovery of a new idea (Rogers, 1983).
According to the definition of innovation presented above, innovations are not the same as inven-
tions, as the adoption of an already existing product or process can be considered as an innovation
for the focal organization, but cannot be referred to as the invention of that product or process by the
organization. Under certain very specific conditions (e.g. modification of shape or use) it seems
appropriate, however, to speak about re-invention.
Creativity. Organizational creativity refers to some new thing (idea, product, process) created by an
individual (or individuals) working in an organization. According to Woodman, Sawyer and Griffin
(1993), creativity is part of the broader process of organizational innovation that is itself part of the
much broader process of organizational change. The main difference between creativity and innova-
tion refers to the fact that innovation can be result of the adaptation of something that already exists
outside and does not involve creative behavior from the part of the organization.* Organizational innovation: An overview
1.2. Why is innovation so important for organizations?
There are, at least, three major factors accounting for the importance of innovation to orga-
nizations: innovation can be used to increase economic results, to signal innovativeness and to
improve organizational adaptation.
Economic results
Superior innovative capacity can bring obvious commercial benefits to a firm. The economic
benefits of innovation can be approached from a variety of perspectives and levels of analysis.
Innovation can be viewed as a key element for economic growth both at the national and organiza-
tional levels of analysis:
(1) National level. At the national level, the perspective of national systems of innovation
(e.g. Lundvall, 1992) tries to relate a nation's innovation characteristics to its economic results.
Innovation can be extremely important for national economies. As pointed out by Amara (1990),
economists "estimate that 60-80% of US economic growth per capita may be attributed to a resid-
ual, undefined factor traceable to innovation or technology" (p. 142).
(2) Organizational level. Organizational innovation, if successful, may have a tremendous
impact on the economic results of a company. Nayak (1991), for example, illustrated the impor-
tance of product innovation for the increase of a company's profits, showing that the management
of the product portfolio is of fundamental importance for the competitiveness of the firm.
Utterback (1994) showed how process innovation must also be managed to assure long-term com-
petitiveness.
Fads and fashions
The pro-innovation bias affecting the innovation literature, tacitly suggests that adoption/dif-
fusion benefits adopters/diffusers. The assumption that innovations are good for organizations
adopting them, can serve as a justification for the pro-innovation bias (Kimberly, 1981). This
widespread positive attitude towards innovation, stimulates companies to scan the environment in
search of opportunities for innovation. As remarked by Abrahamson (1991, p.587), this assump-
tion led scholars to examine the wrong question (What affects diffusion rates?) instead of the right
question (When and by what processes are technically inefficient innovations diffused or efficient
innovations rejected?).
According to Abrahamson (1991), fads or fashions can harm organizations bqcause of two
main reasons: (1) they can stimulate organizations to adopt inefficient but faddish innovations; (2)
they can prevent organizations for adopting efficient but less popular innovations. The growing
amount of information concerning bright, well-packaged management tools, can work as a stimu-Cunha & Verhallen
lus for their generalized adoption, regardless of adequacy and applicability. Management fads like
business reengineering, T-groups, downsizing, matrix structures or quality circles, have been fre-
quently adopted by organizations not necessarily because they were the best solutions available to
their problems, but because they were trendy and well disseminated by business schools, consult-
ing firms and business mass media. As pointed out by Abrahamson (1991), innovations can be
adopted to signal organizational innovativeness and not necessarily to improve economic perfor-
mance. It is worth noting, however, that fads and fashions can play a beneficial role: the adoption
of a faddish innovation may make the organization look as innovative, and this image, in turn, can
help the firm to attract customers, capital, and legitimacy.
The analysis of the influence of fads and fashions in organizational innovation, shows that
innovation adoption can be a consequence of organizational imitation and not a process guided by
the efficient choice perspective.
4 This can be especially true under conditions of uncertainty, where
organizations base their decisions on the decisions of their competitors. Institutional theory pro-
vides a useful framework for analyzing the imitative behavior of organizations (e.g. Di Maggio &
Powell, 1983).
Organizational adaptation
Innovation is a fundamental mechanism for organizational adaptation and renewal. The
dynamic nature of competitive environments, makes innovation a necessary condition for organi-
zational survival in the long run. Organizations must evolve in order to maintain a state of fit with
the environment, being this evolutionary process partly accomplished through innovation.
Innovation, thus, is a primary form of organizational adaptation: strategic, technological or
product innovation, are some of the possible forms by which organizations strive to adapt to the
environmental contingencies they face. The assumption that innovation is an important adaptive
mechanism is well expressed in the general acceptance that innovation and change represent paths
of organizational survival, with their absence leading companies to rigidity, stagnation and eventu-
ally to removal.
Several external forces that are propelling organizational innovation may be considered.
These driving forces (listed in Table 4) act interdependently and contribute for making environ-
mental scanning a complex but critical activity.
4 This perspective, as explained by Rogers (1983), states that innovations are adopted by independent and rational
adopters following technical efficiency goals The efficient-choice perspective relies on two assumptions (March, 1978;
Abrahamson, 1991): (1) organizations are free and independent to decide to adopt or not to adopt an innovation; and (2) they are
certain about their goals and about how to attain them
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Table 4. Some external forces driving organizational innovation
Technological development. Technological development is a precursor of organizational innovation
in the sense that it can induce changes on the activities of design, manufacturing, marketing and dis-
tribution. Technological development can create new industries or provoke the strategic reorienta-
tion of the existing ones (Porter, 1990).
Deregulation. Changes in governmental regulation open up new areas for competition while devalu-
ating others. Changes on regulations concerning for example product characteristics, environmental
protection, and barriers to entry, all can create new business areas while eliminating others.
Globalization. Markets and industries are becoming global. This process of globalization assumes a
great variety of forms and expressions and is changing the face of business (see Grupo de Lisboa,
1994). Products "made in the world" are becoming more and more common. This worldwide com-
petition is a powerful stimulus for increasing the search for innovation.
Shortening of innovation cycles. Knowledge of new products and processes diffuses faster than ever
before. As a result, competitive advantage is more transitory and innovation cycles must be com-
pressed (Amara, 1990). Speed is becoming an increasingly central variable to organizational innova-
tion (Kessler & Chakrabarti, 1995).
New buyer needs. Consumers have shifting needs that must be satisfied by new products or services.
Societal changes create needs that work as a permanent source of opportunities for innovation.
Because product characteristics can be a source of competitive advantage, companies are pressured
to continuously develop new products (Clark & Fujimoto, 1991)
Given the competitive scenario arising from the drivers presented in Table 4, innovation is
now being viewed, not simply as a strategic option, but as an organizational tool of instrumental
value for survival (Delbecq, 1994).
2. Major research topics on organizational innovation
The widespread interest of academics and practising managers for the topic of innovation is
a direct consequence of the social salience of innovation. Entrepreneurs, as well as politicians,
journalists, and scientists, tend to advocate its practice throughout the society.
Limiting our interest to the domain of organizational science, and based on the reviews of
Kimberly (1981), Daft (1982), Kanter (1983, 1988), Frost and Egri (1991), and Utterback (1994),
it is possible to present a brief overview of the major lines of research on organizational innovation
at the conceptual, individual, group, organizational, and ecological levels of analysis.
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3. Concept
At the conceptual level, the main research issues to consider are: (1) the identification of the
stages comprising the innovation process, and (2) the categorization of innovations.
3.1. Stages of the innovation process
The identification of stages of the innovation process is a well documented topic in the mar-
keting and management literatures. Pierce and Delbecq (1977) consider the existence of three
stages: (1) initiation, (2) adoption, and (3) implementation. Rogers (1983) divides the process in
the (1) invention, (2) development, and (3) adoption/diffusion stages. Kanter (1988) speaks of (1)
idea generation, (2) coalition building, (3) idea realization, and (4) transfer or diffusion. Kimberly
(1981) conceptualizes the innovation life cycle as being comprised of the (1) adoption, (2) utiliza-
tion, and (3) exnovation phases (by exnovation the author refers to the disposal of a previously
adopted innovation). As the above approaches made clear, there is an implicit general agreement
about the underlying structure of the innovation process. Building on previous analyses, the inno-
vation process can be described as being comprised of three main stages (see Figure 1):
(1) Initial phase: at this stage, an opportunity for innovation is recognized and appreciated
by the organization (Van de Ven, 1986). There are many possible sources of innovative ideas. As
stated by Damanpour (1987), innovations can be internally generated, borrowed from outside the
organizational population, or copied from other organizations in the same industry. No matter its
degree of newness "to the world", innovations are considered as such when they are new to the
adopting organization. According to this point of view, a "me too" product can be considered an
innovation by the organization adopting it.
(2) Intermediate phase: after detecting an opportunity for innovation, companies must turn
the opportunity into an innovation, transforming the initial idea into a new thing or a new way of
doing things. This second phase is crossed by political activity, and is completed when the idea
turns into something real (a product, a process).
(3) Final phase: this third and last moment in the innovation process, represents the culmi-
nation of the innovative activity. During this stage, new products/processes are commercialized or
implemented, i.e. diffused across the organization or the society. Diffusion refers to spreading the
innovation in a population of potential adopters. As noted by several marketing researchers, two
factors seem to be of special importance in this stage: the attributes of the innovation, and the com-
municative process (Jacoby, 1976; Czepiel, 1974).




















12Organizational innovation: An overview
4. L Categorization of innovations
Innovations have typically been characterized as divided in the process/product, administra-
tive/technological, and radical/incremental types. Other categorizations, however, suggest diverse
approaches to the issue:
(1) Current classifications divide innovations in product and process types (e.g. Abernathy
& Utterback, 1988). Daft (1983), however, suggests that innovations can be included in the tech-
nological, product, administrative, and human categories. Damanpour (1987), in turn, considers
technological, administrative, and ancillary innovations.
(2) Another well known classification of innovations tends to settle innovations in the radi-
cal and incremental categories. Radical innovations are those that introduce discontinuous change
in the adopter's functioning, establishing a new dominant design for a product/process. This new
dominant design can shake the foundations of the industrial structure: established firms that are not
able to accommodate to emergent conditions are removed from the population (Hannan &
Freeman, 1984), while other firms, equipped with the capabilities required by the novel environ-
mental conditions, start a period of dominance. Incremental innovations are those that
refine/enlarge the dominant product/process, while not threatening its existence. The minor
changes introduced by incremental innovations are not enough to threat the status quo in an indus-
try's structure. On the contrary, it usually contributes to the reinforcement of the industry's structural
characteristics (Dewar & Button, 1986; Tushman & Anderson, 1986). A refinement of this classi-
fication has been proposed by Henderson and Clark (1990), which introduces two new categories
to those previously considered: modular innovation, and architectural innovation. These new con-
ceptual innovation types emerge from the empirical observation of the incompleteness of the radi-
cal-incremental classification, and from the study of innovations along two dimensions, which are
at the origin of the 2x2 matrix presented in Table 5: core concepts (reinforced/overturned) and the
linkages between core concepts and components (unchanged/changed). Of central importance for
this classification, are the concepts of component knowledge, which refers to each of the "configu-
rations of pieces" that are incorporated in the product, and architectural knowledge, related to the
way the components (or pieces) are linked and integrated into a coherent whole. A component is
defined by Henderson and Clark as "a physically distinct portion of the product that embodies a
core design concept and performs a well-defined function" (1990, p. 11). A configuration of com-
ponents gives birth to a certain product architecture.









As we have referred above, in the matrix developed by Henderson and Clark (1990) the rad-
ical and incremental types of innovation are at the extremes of a continuum completed by two
/ other types of innovation. In the paragraphs that follow, the several innovation types will be briefly
described.
(1) Radical innovations are those characterized by significant changes both in the core con-
cepts employed, and on the way these concepts are structured. Radical innovations include signifi-
cant changes in the parts and in the architecture of the whole.
(2) Incremental innovations presume the maintenance of the core elements, as well as of the
structure that links those elements. Improvement occurs at the level of the individual components
but not at the level of core design concepts. It does not also involve the restructuring of the whole
architecture.
(3) Modular innovations change the core design of the components, but allow the mainte-
nance of the previous architecture. Henderson and Clark provide an example that helps to under-
stand this type of innovation: the replacement of analogue by digital telephones, let the product
architecture unchanged, while changing the components.
d) Architectural innovations change a product's architecture, but leave the components and
their links untouched. The core design of the product remains the same (even if there could be
some changes in individual components, like size), but the architecture is significantly altered. The
portable, transistorized radio receiver developed by Sony, represents an architectural innovation
developed with existing technology (Henderson & Clark, 1990): the core concepts are the same,
but their architecture is different enough to cause a significant quake in the market. Using the lan-
guage of the science of complexity (e.g. Stacey, 1995), minor causes can lead to major effects.
This type of innovation destroys the architectural knowledge of an organization, but, because of its
"smallness", it is hard for competitors to detect and difficult to counter. Consequently, their impli-
cations can be overwhelming in the long run, maybe eroding some organization's competitive
advantage until destruction.
It is important to note that recent models are approaching the typology of radical to incre-
mental innovations in a dynamic way, which suggests that these categories are not in opposition,
but that they can be used as complementary courses of action to face market demands. According
to these models (e.g. Abernathy & Utterback, 1988) major product innovations are usually fol-
lowed by countless minor innovations (or improvements, as they are often called). The incremental
innovations/improvements, are often responsible for more than half of an organization's economic
gains, because they are abundantly spread across the organization. This pattern of ^incremental
change, once achieved, is not easy to match with further introduction of radical innovations: radical
innovations are threats to the economies of efficiency obtained from continuous product/process
improvement.
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4. Level of innovation
Individual level
At this level, research is mainly trying to identify the characteristics of those individuals that
play a special role - often a crucial one - in the process of innovation. They have received differ-
ent names but their relevance in the innovative process is usually recognized. They can be known
as product champions (Peters & Waterman, 1982), prime movers (Kanter, 1983) or intrapreneurs
(Hisrich, 1990), and are important actors in the process of organizational innovation. Personal values,
work history, childhood family environment, and motivational patterns, are among the variables
considered at the individual level.
Group level
How do small groups deal with innovation? How do they overcome resistance to change in
some occasions, and create pressures for conformity in other occasions? Small group research pre-
sents group dynamics as a powerful force that is triggered to increase innovation, but that some-
times harms it. Groups act as micro-contexts for innovation, providing the social support needed to
energize the search for innovation. The case of the Eagle Group (at Data General), popularized by
Tracy Kidder in his Pulitzer awarded book The soul of a new machine, is a good example of how
group dynamics can work for innovation (for a discussion, see Bolman & Deal, 1991). In the oppo-
site side, are the results presented by Katz (1982): according to the author, the recommended
longevity for R&D teams is between two and five years: it takes two years to have a "good team",
but after five years the group starts loosing its qualities and becomes affected by stateness. The
importance of multifunctional, multidisciplinary teams to innovation was highlighted, among others,
by Dussauge et al. (1987) who considered teamwork as a key factor to the successful development
of new products.
Organizational level
At the organizational level, researchers have tried to identify the structures, processes, and
contextual variables relevant to the adoption and implementation of innovations.
Some kinds of structural configurations allow or stimulate innovation more easily than others.
Organic, integrative or adhocratic forms are facilitators of innovation, while mechanistic, segmen-
talist or bureaucratic firms tend to inhibit innovation (Burns & Stalker, 1961; Kanter, 1983;
Mintzberg, 1979). *
In terms of the relationship between* organizational processes and innovation, researchers are
mainly interested in the study of the information flow across the organization, and its conse-
quences for the innovative activity developed inside the firm. The consequences of isolation/gate-
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keeping, and the free-flowing of information across the organization have been addressed in the
innovation literature (e.g. Ebadi & Utterback, 1984; Tushman, 1977; Hauschildt, 1992). The influ-
ence of power-holders on the process of innovation, and especially in the decision making process
that leads to implementation/rejection of an innovation, is also a major research topic of (Kanter,
1988; Frost &Egri, 1990).
Contextual variables include the characteristics of the organizational environment, the
degree of consumer sophistication, and the nature and development of product life cycles (Strebel,
1987; Porter, 1980; Moore & Tushman, 1977). Competitive and dynamic industries, plenty of out-
standing competitors and sophisticated buyers, are a significant stimulus for innovation and
improvement of products and processes (Porter, 1990). Dynamic industries force organizations to
move from occasional innovations to a regular flow of new products. The accelerating rate of
product life cycles may also work as a major source of organizational innovation.
Ecological level
At the ecological level, most research focused the diffusion of innovations across industries.
Rogers (1983), Van de Yen (1993), and Utterback (1994), made important contributions to know-
ledge on the diffusion process. Innovation feeds innovation that breeds competition. This permanent
search for new products and processes, tends to result, from time to time, in innovations radical
enough to destroy the whole competitive equilibrium of a population. After radical new products
have been introduced in the market, the former industry leaders are frequently removed and substi-
tuted by early adopters of the radical innovation (Utterback, 1994). The outstanding effects of radical
innovations are the main cause of the lasting interest of academics on breakthrough innovations.
During the last years, however, a growing number of scholars are documenting the need for an
interplay between radical and incremental innovations all along the product cycle, as well as
between process and product innovations (e.g. Tushman & Anderson, 1986, Utterback, 1994).
Utterback (1994) suggests that radical product innovations tend to precede incremental process
innovations. According to the author, after spreading a radical innovation throughout the market,
companies increase product capabilities and try to obtain higher levels of efficiency. Even when
faced with another cycle of innovation and threatened by a radical innovation, established compa-
nies are not easily able nor willing to adapt to the radical change. Instead, they may respond with a
new wave of incremental innovation.
The dynamics of interaction between radical/incremfental and product/process innovation
stands for future research. Research results like those obtained by Utterback (1994), Abernathy and
Utterback (1988), and Ettlie, Bridges and O'Keefe (1984), among other authors, provide evidence
for the need to build multilevel and longitudinal as well as cross-sectional research designs, able to
illustrate the interplay between organizational and ecological dynamics of innovation.
The points discussed above represent some of the dominant lines of inquiry in the field of
innovation. In the section that follows, some models of organizational innovation will be presented
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and discussed. This will serve as a guide for understanding the diversity of approaches available to
study organizational innovation. These models will provide an overview of the innovation research
landscape.
5. Models of organizational innovation
Many classic textbooks on social science have addressed the importance of innovation for
organizations. At the origin of those attempts to understand the reasons that make some organiza-
tions more innovative than others, are the growing demands arising from more and more dynamic
organizational environments. In this section some of these models will be briefly reviewed. For the





The main characteristics of each model are presented in Table 6, at the end of the section.
5.7. Idiosyncratic models
Idiosyncratic models are those that approach the study of innovation from the perspective of
the individuals involved. Individual creativity tends to be viewed as a fundamental input to the
process, and innovators seen as the fundamental agents and drivers of innovation. According to
this perspective, the understanding of innovation depends on the understanding of innovators.
An evolutionary model of creativity (Campbell, 1960)
Campbell applied a Darwinian frame of reference to the study of creativity and innovation at
the micro (individual) level, and proposed an evolutionary model, which presents creativity as a
result of variation and selection mechanisms. t
According to this evolutionary model, creative solutions are a result of the generation of
multiple answers to each of the problems the organization is confronted with. Trial and error learning
stimulate innovative ideas that approach, in a more or lesser degree, the problems that stimulated
those solutions to arise. Better ideas are retained while worst solutions are eliminated. The selec-
tion of alternatives is a function of the skills and backgrounds of the people involved in the selec-
tion process.
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presence of four determinants of innovative action (motivation to innovate, organizational condi-
tions favoring innovation, protection from domain-relevant practices, and enforcement of domain
relevant practices). *
As noted by the author, the evolutionary model works as a "funnelling process" (p. 305), fil-
tering quantities of input information ^that largely exceed the resulting innovative output. This
selective process submits new products or processes to high (internal) market pressures, with the
organizational environment acting as an analogue of the wider organizational environment sur-
rounding the organization. Internal selective processes isomorphic to a certain degree to those
occurring in the market, can be valuable tools to help the company in establishing a successful new
product and process development policy.
Of course, these selective processes can never ensure a complete isomorphism between the
organization and its environment, nor an "objective" selection of the innovations under analysis.
Empirical evidence suggests that people can get committed to losing projects (e.g. Ross & Staw,
1986), and that product champions, in particular, do not easily break the psychological bonds that
connect them to the projects they have fighted for. That is why product champions can become
"escalation-champions" when they become overattached to the wrong innovation. To avoid this
problem, people should be committed to problems, not to projects (Staw, 1990): it is easy to start
looking at the same problem from a different angle, than abandoning a personal project, because
the first behavior shows flexibility and open-mindeness, while the later is perceived as a symptom
of personal failure.
5.2. Strategic/structural models
Strategic/structural models tend to consider innovation as a context-dependent process, one
that can be potentially facilitated but also constrained by the organizational strategy and structure
framing the innovative process.
The organic perspective (Burns & Stalker, 1961)
In their study of 20 British firms operating in the electronics and fibber industries, Burns and
Stalker have found that a particular type of organization, labelled "organic", outperformed on a
systematic basis the mechanistic type's capacity to innovate.
Mechanistic organizations are characterized by formahzation, job specialization, hierarchy,
and vertical (top down) communication. On the other extreme, organic firms favored commitment
instead of loyalty and obedience, stimulate lateral and bottom up communication, value responsi-
bility more than job description, and view hierarchical superiors as performing roles closer to
coaches than to bosses.
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The valuable managerial consequences of the organic type organization, have to do with the
capacity to stimulate and accept new ideas, to promote crossfertilization between departments, to
decentralize decisions, and to substitute control by commitment. Some of the key features of the
organic type company are still being pursued by today's organizations: participation, responsibility,
and commitment are current techniques for the management of organizational behavior. Organic
solutions are being implemented in many organizations, in order to allow them to make faster
responses to environmental changes.
The dual core perspective (Daft, 1978)
According to Daft's empirical evidence, technical and administrative innovations follow dif-
ferent paths inside organizations. This observation follows from a theoretical framework which
postulates that organizations develop dual cores: an administrative core and a technical core. Both
cores, acting as integrated subsystems, are of fundamental importance to organizations, even if dif-
ferentiation forces (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967) led them to set particular goals, to hire particular
people and resources, etc.
The administrative core sets the functioning of the structure and coordination activities,
while the technical core serves to transform inputs. Mechanistic structures use to develop when the
organization is dominated by the urge to introduce administrative innovations. These structures
usually demand top-down implementation processes. Organic structures, on the contrary, tend to
occur when there is a high need to implement technical innovations. The implementation of techni-
cal innovations is a bottom-up process, with ideas originating at the bottom of the organization and
coming up to the top.
The dual core model can be considered as an extension of the Burns and Stalker (1961)
typology, and it clearly illustrates the reasons why the referred typology did not lead to an organi-
zational one best way: if organizations have to primarily introduce administrative innovations, they
should implement a mechanistic type structure; when they fundamentally pursue technical innova-
tions, then they should look for an organic structure.
The strategic determinant (Miles & Snow, 1978)
The strategy adopted by an organization is a powerfuf determinant of its willingness and
capacity to innovate: this is one of the main conclusions of Miles and Snow's strategic typology
regarding organizational innovation.
According to the authors, organizations must solve their adaptive cycle by congruently
aligning three internal problems: the entrepreneurial problem, the administrative problem, and the
engineering problem.
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Different approaches to these problems originate different strategic configurations: prospec-
tors, defenders, analyzers, and reactors. Each of these strategic types leads organizations to the
development of different attitudes towards the marketplace, namely in terms of how they feel the
need to innovate in order to satisfy customer needs.
Different strategies and market approaches consequently result in distinct innovative pro-
files. According to the idea of equifinality (presented by Katz & Kahn [1978] as one of the charac-
teristics of organizational systems), none of the viable (i.e. proactive) strategic types (all types but
reactors) is better than the others. They all can lead to positive outcomes, which means that one
best way solutions will not be found in the study of organizational innovativeness.
The integrative approach (Kanter, 1988)
Organizations tend to develop and reinforce consensual agreement, creating "managerial
paradigms" that are usually adopted by workers (Pfeffer, 1981). These paradigms, once estab-
lished, do not easily stimulate creative and innovative solutions, because they are mainly oriented
towards the preservation of the status quo. As a consequence, and considering that innovations do
not usually arise from daily administrative procedures (Scott, 1987), organizations need to find
alternative solutions to improve innovation.
Opposed to the segmentalist, bureaucratized, business-as-usual organization, Kanter (1983,
1988) presents an integrative mode of organizing: integrative companies create a fertile ground for
innovations to blossom, because, among other things, they favor "looser boundaries, crosscutting
access, flexible assignments, open communication, and use of multidisciplinary teams" (Kanter,
1988, p. 178). All these organizational properties work as an internal market for new ideas, that
must be "sold" to internal sponsors, in order to achieve subsequent adoption by the company.
Kanter's model is one of the well known approaches to organizational innovation, possibly
because it studies the innovative process from the perspective of the human agents (the change
masters) operating in a complex structural and political context and fighting for the survival of
their ideas in organizational environments that may constitute either benign or hostile habitats for
intrapreneurs
1 ideas.
The major practical lesson arising from Kanter's work, have to do with the uncovering of
the weaknesses associated with the bureaucratic type, for the improvement of quality and quantity
of organizational innovation. New ways of organizing and managing are required if large, segmen-
talist companies are looking for more innovative outputs.
* A
5.3. Decision models
Decisional models analyze innovations as decision processes involving individuals in specific
organizational contexts. According to these models, individuals engaged in the innovation process
21Cunha & Verhallen
carry with them personal and functional goals, that are only loosely-coupled with organizational
goals. As a consequence, these models describe innovation decisions as politically and rationally
bounded cognitive and structural processes, that need to be addressed from a decision-making
perspective.
Garbage can model (Cohen, March & Olsen, 1972)
In contrast with dominant models of decision-making in organizations, Cohen, March, and
Olsen disconnect problems, solutions, choice opportunities, and participants, and assert that the
process of organizational decision making does not actually follow a pre-determmed, rigid, and
rational sequence of events. As pointed out by the authors, the core elements of a decision-making
process combine in a more or less independent way. Accordingly, "one can view a choice opportu-
nity as a garbage can, into which various kinds of problems and solutions are dumped" (1972, p.3).
This model seems to be a realistic framework for approaching organizational activities that involve
high levels of uncertainty, as is the case of innovation decisions.
In order to understand the model, it seems useful to characterize the streams of events
involved in organizational choices:
(1) Problems arise both from the need to improve internal processes (in order to achieve
higher levels of efficiency) and to promote better fit with external demands (which presumably
leads to higher levels of effectiveness). Problems are expected to trigger the decisional sequence,
in response to performance gaps, but they can only be scanned when a solution is available, i.e.
without the solution, the problem may not be considered as such.
(2) Solutions are ideas available to implementation. Usually they are looked for when a
problem is discovered, but they can also be answers "actively looking for a question" (p.3). As a
consequence, solutions can detect problems, even if the reverse is expected to be the "normal" path
to occur. Innovations are often solutions looking for needs to fill in. Independent ideas (ideas not
directly attached to actual organizational problems), existing in the minds of individuals (for exam-
ple under the form of pet projects), are solutions looking for problems and not the other way
around.
(3) Participants are particularly bond to those problems and solutions that they use to carry
with them, when moving from one choice to the next. Participants are the members of innovation
teams. They have to attach problems and solutions to the choice opportunities in which they are
engaged, in order for the innovation process to proceed. This ^process can be viewed as a mix of
goal-orientation and goal interpretation (Weick, 1993a), achieved more by negotiation, learning,
sensemaking and trial-and-error, than by a pre-programmed and rational way.
(4) Choice opportunities are those occasions that demand people to make a decision. These
opportunities can be triggered both by problems and solutions, and require a formal response from
organizations. Companies are continuously engaged in occasions that demand choices.
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The (unstructured decisions model (Mmtzberg, Raisingham & Theoret, 1976)
The model provided by Mmtzberg, Raisingham and Theoret, develops a theoretical
approach to the structure of the decision process, which can be an helpful instrument to the study
of innovation decisions in organizations. Initially conceived to apply for the study of strategic
planning, the model can be easily transferred to the study of innovation.
By definition, innovation decisions are unstructured decisions or, in other words, those deci-
sions "that have not been encountered in quite the same form and for which no predetermined and
explicit set of ordered responses exist in an organization" (Mintzberg et al, 1976, p.246). Or,
metaphorically speaking, an innovation can be described as "a leap into the unknown" (Van de
Ven, 1993, p.291), which reinforces its "unstructured" nature.
Normative models of decision-making can be developed to explain and guide the innovation
decision process, but the nature of innovation avoids the possibility of developing innovations
across a very clear pattern of steps that starts with idea generation and finishes with innovation dif-
fusion.
The model of (un)structured decisions (a descriptive one), considers the existence of 12
decisional steps that may or may not be followed all along a decision process. These 12 steps can
be factored in 3 central phases, 3 sets of supporting routines, and 6 sets of dynamic factors. The
diverse combinations between these elements and phases are at the origin of 7 emerging types of
decisional path configurations.
The Mintzberg et al. model provides a relevant framework for the study of innovation,
because it highlights some of the actual (not prescribed or normative) facets of the innovation
process in organizational contexts. According to this model, the well known phases of prescriptive
approaches should be substituted by decisional models crossed by interference, political activity,
and an irregular (although structured) process in progress.
The first condition to help people improve the quality of their decisions, is to know how
they actually decide. The comparison between successful and unsuccessful innovation decisions,
as well as the search for the possible cognitive, social, and political structures underlying decision
processes, will be of significant value for increasing our comprehension of innovation in organiza-
tions.
5.4. Diffusion/adoption models
The diffusion/adoption models probably constitute one of the more prominent areas of study
of organizational innovation. As stated by Rogers (1983), there is not, perhaps, any other area in
the social sciences that has received so much attention as the study of the stages of diffusion and
adoption of innovations. /?
Particularly well-known is Rogers
fs (1983) model of the process stages in innovation.
According to Van de Ven (1993), this model is usually considered the most widely shared among
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both academics and practitioners. The same author (Van de Ven, 1993), however, notes that
despite the robustness of Rogers's model in explaining the innovative behavior of individuals, it is
not equally useful for the study of innovation adoption/diffusion by organizations. In this section,
the basic features of the model presented by Everett Rogers will be briefly reviewed, and the criti-
cisms and suggestions advanced by Van de Ven discussed.
Stages in the innovation process (Rogers, 1983)
Rogers presented a classical model of the various stages of the innovation process.
According to the author, the process of innovation extends over time and through a sequence of
three basic stages, starting with an idea, continuing with the development of such an idea, and end-
ing with the diffusion to/adoption by, its potential users.
This developmental sequence has virtually pervaded the subsequent analysis of the innova-
tion process. The basic elements of the innovative activity are the following:
(1) Idea generation. An idea can result both from the detection of some kind of need or
problem at the user level, or from a research effort of the diffusing organization. This idea, in turn,
leads to the development phase.
(2) Development phase. In this phase, the idea is designed according to the needs and expec-
tations of potential adopters, resulting in a new product or process that will help them satisfy the
detected or implicit needs that are at the origin of the innovation process
(3) Diffusion/adoption. Once completed, the new idea will be diffused and maybe adopted
by those for whom the project has been developed. A large amount of research on the innovation
process focused this third stage, and particularly the subphases of marketing, disseminating and
transferring the innovation to users. As noted by Van de Ven (1993), less research has turned to the
implementation of the innovation by its adopters. Such a comment is congruent with the remark
made by Pfeffer (1992), about the gap between attention directed toward the decision to adopt and
actual implementation of innovations by organizations: many innovations are adopted but, because
of internal contingencies of diverse types (e.g. intraorganizational distribution of power, existing
structure, management and leadership styles, compatibility with previous work processes, etc.)
they are not actually implemented.
The diffusion stage involves marketing and distributing/promoting an innovation, with the
goal of making potential adopters aware of the innovation's existence. After this moment, the
adoption stage will be triggered if the client has been persuaded about the expected utility of this
alternative for its own sake. Persuaded adopters are prone to make a cognitive evaluation of the
innovation. If it is compatible with prior expectations, and viewed as a potentially good solution to
some organizational problem, the innovation will be submitted to a trial. In case of potentially pos-
itive outcomes, the innovation will be used and, consequently, institutionalized. If the results
obtained perform negatively or under expectation, the innovation will be rejected and terminated.
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The process of innovation in organizational contexts (Van de Yen, 1993)
Departing from Rogers's model, Van de Ven achieved conclusions similar to those obtained
in fields related to innovation, namely those obtained by Mintzberg et al (1976) in the area of
decision making: the actual process of organizational innovation does not conform to the linear
sequence of phases presented by Rogers.
The empirical research conducted by Van de Ven and his associates in the Minnesota
Innovation Research Program (MIRP), showed a messier and complex progression of elements
over time. The combination between those elements is not as linear or predictable as considered by
Rogers; the process is performed by a variety of actors whose interests and behaviors are some-
times loosely coupled. As stated by the author, the process of innovation-in-progress triggers inno-
vative activities pursued by numerous actors, and demands different, although presumably interde-
pendent, paths of activities. Contextualized approaches to organizational innovation show a com-
plex path, made of several intertwined components that, under current research, tend to become
artificially isolated and retrospectively articulated. Innovation is a technical as well as a cognitive,
social, political, structural and economic process. The contextualization of innovation, requires the
analysis of this amalgam of components in an integrative perspective, that appears as less "lean
and clean" but that is probably a more realistic and adequate description of what actually happens
in organizations.
This picture of the innovation process is quite different from that proposed by Rogers. Van
de Ven argues that Rogers's model is able to explain individual innovation but not organizational
innovation. The explanation for this proposition lies in the complex, political, and interdependent
nature of organizations, whose activities hardly conform to the rational and orderly patterns antici-
pated by Rogers's model.
Based on the concepts of momentum and quantum (Miller & Friesen, 1980), one alternative
explanation can be advanced: Rogers's linear model may easily apply to incremental than to radical
innovations. Incremental innovations are not so visible and thus can be "quietly" developed, while
Van de Ven's model best fits the development of radical innovations. This comment does not
intend to deny the political nature of incremental innovations nor the setbacks and interrupts that
constrain it, but to propose that their lower visibility and significance may not be stimulating
enough to convince those not directly related to it, to erode their power bases in such a process.
Consequently, incremental innovations do no threat organizational momentum, while radical
innovations can lead the organization to a state of quantum change. In a state of quantum, the
"shocks" referred by Van de Ven (1993, p. 275) are more willing to exist and to have repercussions
all over the company.
Van de Ven's major contribution is consequently related to the more realistic - although less
elegant - conceptualization of organizational innovation as an emerging process (Schroeder, Van
de Ven, Scudder & Policy, 1986).
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6. Avenues for future research
The cumulated research is enlightening about several aspects of the innovation process. A
revision of the literature, however, illustrates the need to further investigate some seldom studied
aspects of the relationship between innovations and organizations. In this last section, some of the
shortcomings of the investigation on this topic will be presented and briefly discussed. For analytic
purposes, the discussion will be divided according to the levels of analysis considered in the previ-
ous section.
Concept
The rational view of the innovation process, often stimulates authors to look for linear,
"clean", and a-theoretical models of innovation. Cooper's (1990) stage-gate process is a good
example of such a perspective applied to the management of product innovation. Serving as a deci-
sion-guide for managers, this model is a template where each gate helps people decide to go, kill or
hold, the new product development process. This model provides a helpful tool for product man-
agers
1 decisions, but ignores the barriers, the contradictions and the political interests involved in
innovation. As a consequence, most of the available models depict formal and incomplete views of
innovation. They ignore such things as: (1) the organizational (strategic, structural, cultural) con-
text of innovation, which creates both opportunities and constraints to innovative action; (2) the
bounded rationality of the human agents involved (March & Simon, 1958) which, combined with
informational ambiguity, leads managers to give meaning to a mess (i.e. to make interpretations,
cf. Daft & Weick, 1984); and (3) the political, socially constructed nature of organizational phe-
nomena (Frost & Egri, 1991; Weick, 1979), including the innovation process (Kimberly, 1981;
Van de Yen, 1993; Cunha & Fonseca, 1997).
The quantitative approach used in most research, provides enriching correlational conclu-
sions, mostly obtained from cross-sectional data, but limits our knowledge of the process of inno-
vation (Frost & Egri, 1991, p. 234). More qualitative approaches should also be used to better
illustrate the dynamics as well as the temporal and contextual nature of the innovation process.
5
Organizations tend to live much longer time with the consequences of their decisions (e.g.
the results of innovativeness or non-innovativeness) than the time they spend in deciding.
However, as noted by Pfeffer (1992), there is a comparatively more abundant literature pool on the
decision making process than on the implementation process. Researchers and practitioners seem
to be more concerned with the process they follow to make a decision, than with the management
and the consequences of implementation. Considering that decisions are instrumental tools for
5 For a notable exception, see the workings of Eisenhardt and her associates (Eisenhardt & Tabnzi, 1995; Brown &
Eisenhardt, 1997)
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implementation (or non-implementation), one can conclude that researchers may be more worried
with the management of means than with the management of ends.
Because of the state of "balkanization" (Staw, 1990) characterizing innovation studies, it is
important to stimulate and promote the crossfertilization between the currently dispersed areas of
research on the topic. This kind of approach will significantly contribute to an integrated and mul-
tifaceted understanding of the innovation process, up to now closed inside the disciplinary bound-
aries of marketing, management, engineering, psychology, sociology, etc.
Individual factors
The impact of dispositional factors on an individual's orientation toward innovation is an
important subject of analysis in the social sciences, and particularly in the field of psychology.
Understanding the concept of creativity helps to comprehend the reasons why this variable is so
often considered as an input to innovation. According to the definitions of Amabile (1988), cre-
ativity and innovation can be viewed as two complementary processes: creativity refers to the pro-
duction of novel ideas, while innovation refers to the successful implementation of those ideas in
an organizational context. Even if one considers that the attempts to isolate the personality and
cognitive constellations of attributes that can explain why some individuals are more innovation-
oriented than others, researchers apparently need to substitute dispositional by interactional models
(Schneider, 1983), models that account for the close ties between individual and situational/con-
textual variables and therefore provide a better articulation between individual creativity and orga-
nizational innovation. In fact, those characteristics commonly associated with creativity - like
moderate intelligence, self-criticism and high standards, among others (Barren & Harrington,
1981) - are not enough, per se, to explain the innovation process. They need to be situated and
contextualized.
Group factors
On the one hand, and at the intragroup level, it is necessary to uncover the dimensions that
influence the functioning of multidisciplinary teams involved in the development of innovations.
Competitive and collaborative features, dependent on the composition and dynamics of those
groups, will probably shed some light on their innovative outcomes.
On the other hand, and at the intergroup level, it will be important to study the relationships
between groups that are expected to collaborate. Phenomena! like the us/them (ingroup/outgroup)
effects (Tajfel, 1982), mainly studied by social psychologists, can be at the origin of such dysfunc-
tional processes as the "Not Invented Here" syndrome. Insights from the social psychological field
can thus help to manage intergroup conflicts, to increase the innovative performance of teams, to
help information flow freely across interdepartmental boundaries, and to avoid the premature criti-
cism that emanates from groupthink situations (Janis, 1971) and acts as a powerful barrier against
innovation. The study of coalition formation in innovative groups (Murnighan, 1985), as well as
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the political dynamics of small R&D teams, are also relevant lines for future research. The study of
social dynamics can be useful to assess the impact of group factors on the process and outcomes of
innovation, considering that, as pointed out by Weick (1993b, p.360), "interpretations determine
effectiveness", in this case, of innovations.
Organizational factors
The organizational context of innovation must be taken into account in a more systematic
and rigorous manner. Despite the existence of abundant research linking organizational character-
istics to innovation outcomes, future researchers should try to adapt the work on organizational
systematics (McKelvey, 1982) to the study of innovation. It will be important to investigate not
only the existing types of innovations, but the types of innovations best suited for/searched by par-
ticular types of organizations (e.g. for-profit or not-for-profit, service or industrial, public or pri-
vate organizations). As noted by Damanpour (1987), studies of organizational innovation need to
cover a wide range of organizational populations. The differences between these types of organiza-
tions should not be neglected.
Ecological factors
At the ecological or industrial level, it will be important to systematically compare the find-
ings obtained from research in multiple industries, and from various types of organizations. Issues
of organization, technology, and competitive and market dynamics, should be taken into account
and compared on a systematic basis. Until a reasonable amount of comparative research exists, it is
difficult if not impossible to extrapolate results from one field to another. The levels of comparison
and synthesis required to theory cumulating and refinement (Wolfe, 1994), need to start at the
macro (ecological)-level and to cross lower levels of analysis, in order to facilitate the emergence
of a meso-organizational research paradigm on innovation. Another important topic of research at
the ecological level, is on how organizations from the same (e.g. competitors) or neighbor popula-
tions (e.g. technology adopters and suppliers) influence a firms' decision to adopt or reject innova-
tions. Research on this topic would make it easier to answer the question made by Abrahamson
(1991): why do organizations sometimes adopt inefficient innovations, and reject efficient ones?
Titulo: Inovacao orgamzacional: Uma panoramica dos topicds, modelos e direc9oes de mvesti-
gacao.
Resumo: "Pergunte a um consultor de qualquer dos lados do Atlantico quais sao actualmente os
temas quentes da profissao, e nao demorara muito a que a inovasao seja refenda. Umas vezes associada
a estrategia, outras a gestao da mudanca"* Este artigo serve de introducao ao numero tematico de
Comportamento Orgamzacional e Gestao sobre mova9ao e organizacoes, procurando monitorar e
reflectir a diversidade das perspectivas sobre movacao. O texto comeca com uma dissecacao do
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conceito de inovacao, contmua com a discussao das razoes pelas quais e a inovasao um tema quente
para gestores, academicos e consultores e finalmente apresenta e discute de forma breve as principals
areas de investigacao sobre inova9ao, modelos de inovacao e direccoes para a investiga9ao futura.
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